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private debt collection companies, and
for other purposes.

———

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Ms. COLLINS (for herself and
Mr. HARKIN):

S. 3906. A bill to amend chapter 89 of
title 5, United States Code, to make in-
dividuals employed by the Roosevelt
Campobello International Park Com-
mission eligible to obtain Federal
health insurance; to the Committee on
Homeland Security and Governmental
Affairs.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce legislation that
would correct a unique health insur-
ance problem for some American citi-
zens whose work is devoted to main-
taining the memory of President
Franklin D. Roosevelt at his Campo-
bello Island retreat near the Maine bor-
der.

About 10 U.S. citizens from the State
of Maine work in Canada under terms
of a treaty that governs operation of
the Roosevelt Campobello Inter-
national Park. As you know, that beau-
tiful island in the Province of New
Brunswick was President Roosevelt’s
treasured retreat, and still draws thou-
sands of visitors from around the
world.

The American employees of the Park
are, unfortunately, faced with a dif-
ficult problem in obtaining affordable
health-insurance coverage. The legisla-
tion I introduce today would solve
their difficulty by making them eligi-
ble for coverage under the Federal Em-
ployees Health Insurance Benefits Pro-
gram.

In the spirit of bipartisan recognition
that FDR was one of our greatest and
most inspiring Presidents, I am de-
lighted to be joined in this effort by
Senator HARKIN. His endorsement of
this bill is especially notable because
he serves on the Roosevelt Campobello
International Park Commission, and is
thus very familiar with the difficulty
of my Maine constituents employed at
the Park.

The Roosevelt Campobello Inter-
national Park was dedicated in 1964 as
a unique memorial to former President
Franklin D. Roosevelt. The Park is
governed by a treaty between the
United States and Canada, and is fund-
ed by both governments.

The Park employs approximately 10
full-time employees who are American
citizens residing in Maine. Unfortu-
nately, the treaty that governs the
Park does not address the health insur-
ance needs of individuals employed di-
rectly by Roosevelt Campobello Inter-
national Park. As a result, the State
Department issued an opinion in 1965
stating that those employed by the
Park Commission, ‘‘shall be subject to
the relevant Canadian labor laws.”
Based on the State Department opin-
ion, the Civil Service Commission, the
predecessor of the Office of Personnel
Management, has determined that the
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employees are not considered Federal
employees eligible for FEHBP cov-
erage.

The employees currently receive
health insurance coverage through a
small group plan negotiated by the
Roosevelt Park Commission. The pre-
miums have risen so dramatically that
they can no longer afford coverage.

The full-time employees are unique
in their situation and should be in-
cluded under the FEHBP for health in-
surance purposes. This would be a mat-
ter of equal treatment as well as com-
passion for those workers and their
families. Full-time employees of other
parks that share a border with Canada,
like Glacier National Park, while tech-
nically the shared responsibility of
both the United States and Canada, are
eligible for coverage under the FEHBP.

In addition, the location of the Park
makes it impractical for these employ-
ees to seek medical treatment in Can-
ada even if the government allowed
them to join the Canadian health sys-
tem. The closest doctors and hospitals
are in Maine, and the Park is only ac-
cessible from the United States.

If the treaty were negotiated today,
health insurance would certainly be a
part of the negotiations. The situation
facing this small group of Roosevelt
Campobello Park employees is a con-
sequence of negotiations conducted
when health insurance was not a stand-
ard employee benefit as it is today.

I hope that my colleagues will join
me in supporting this legislation so
that U.S. citizens maintaining the
Park honoring a great American Presi-
dent will be treated fairly.

By Mr. BAUCUS:

S. 3904. A bill to extend the general-
ized system of preferences program
under the Trade Act of 1974, to extend
the Andean Trade Preference Act, to
extend certain trade preferences under
the African Growth and Opportunity
Act, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Finance.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, today I
introduce the Emergency Trade Pro-
gram Extension Act of 2006.

For more than 30 years, the United
States has opened its vast market to
developing countries through trade
preference programs. We have done so
to encourage greater economic devel-
opment and openness in those coun-
tries. The United States is the largest
market in the world. And it is also one
of the most open. And this openness
has played an important role in eco-
nomic development, both in the United
States and around the globe.

Two important preference programs
are set to expire at the end of this
year: the Generalized System of Pref-
erences and the Andean Trade Pref-
erence Act.

I know that some have criticized
these programs, GSP in particular, for
being unnecessary, inefficient, or coun-
terproductive. They argue that the ma-
jority of the imports that benefit from
GSP come from just a handful of mid-
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dle-income countries. And they argue
that the truly poorest developing coun-
tries barely use the program at all.
Many of the most active users of GSP—
like Brazil, Thailand, Indonesia, and
Argentina—have developed strong ex-
port sectors. This raises the question of
whether they even need preference pro-
grams to compete on the world market.

And critics charge that big GSP ben-
eficiary countries like India and Brazil
were among the most recalcitrant in
supporting greater market access in
the Doha Round negotiations. They
claim that the active efforts of these
countries contributed to the collapse of
the Round. Why, they ask, should we
keep our markets open to such coun-
tries, if they will not open their mar-
kets to us?

I am not deaf to these criticisms. I
think that there is much truth in
them. But before we allow these impor-
tant programs simply to expire, I be-
lieve that we should examine them in
detail. We should explore whether and
how they might be changed to address
valid criticisms. We should understand
the effect that canceling them might
have on the U.S. image around the
world, U.S. diplomatic efforts, and our
trade priorities in the Doha Round and
elsewhere. And we should give those in
the United States who rely upon these
programs an opportunity to explain
how their interests might be adversely
affected by cancelling GSP and ATPA.

The Office of the U.S. Trade Rep-
resentative recently began a review of
the GSP program to look at many of
these very issues. That review will not
be completed until mid-November, at
the earliest. I believe that we should
preserve the status quo until we in the
Congress have had an opportunity to
digest the outcome of that review and
conduct our own analysis.

GSP is important to keeping coun-
tries engaged in the trade liberaliza-
tion dialogue. For one thing, these
countries are interested in maintaining
benefits under the program. As a re-
sult, they are more willing to address
concerns that we may raise with them.
GSP-eligibility has given us leverage
to address bilateral trade problems—
such as intellectual property protec-
tion—and to persuade beneficiary coun-
tries to respect international norms on
labor rights, human rights, and other
matters. And as they gain more experi-
ence in international markets, they
can see the benefits of liberalization in
action. Without GSP, those countries
might see China or other big exporters
take over their share of our market.

Most of the imports from GSP bene-
ficiaries occur outside the program.
U.S. imports from GSP beneficiary
countries in 2005 exceeded $248 billion.
Of that, less than $27 billion—less than
10 percent—entered duty-free under the
GSP program.

GSP is much more important to the
least developed countries. One-third of
the total imports from these countries
were under GSP preferences. Many of
the least developed countries depend on
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GSP to sell their products into the
American market. They have worked
hard to establish export-oriented in-
dustries, but still need the extra boost
provided by GSP or other preference
programs.

Some of our other preference pro-
grams target these very poor countries,
including the preferences under the Af-
rican Growth and Opportunity Act and
the Caribbean Basin programs. But for
a large number of countries—including
Afghanistan, Armenia, Bangladesh,
Bosnia-Herzegovina, Cambodia, and
Pakistan—there are no other programs
to help them compete against other ex-
porters in the U.S. market.

GSP is also important to U.S. com-
petitiveness. Raw materials and com-
ponents for further processing make up
more than two-thirds of the products
imported under GSP. For example,
GSP imports make up a significant
percentage of U.S. total imports of
leather processed after tanning—45 per-
cent, ferroalloys—37 percent, alu-
minum sheets—2b percent, and copper
wire—25 percent.

American retailers have taken ad-
vantage of the programs to find new
products and new sources of supply.
And every year, U.S. consumers save
millions of dollars because of GSP duty
savings.

Trade preferences for our Andean
partners have helped curb the produc-
tion and smuggling of drugs. Trade can
encourage diversification out of drug
crops, and offer an economic future to
people who otherwise are easy prey for
narcotraffickers. The Andean pref-
erence programs play a significant role
in facilitating exports from Colombia,
Peru, Ecuador and Bolivia. Almost 60
percent of exports from those countries
are covered by these preferences.

Some argue that trade preferences
for the Andean countries are now both
unnecessary and ill-advised. They say
that the preferences are unnecessary
because the United States has nego-
tiated free trade agreements with Peru
and Colombia. And they say that the
preferences are ill-advised in extending
benefits to Bolivia and Ecuador, both
of which have taken actions and made
statements recently at variance with
U.S. interests.

While we have negotiated free trade
agreements with Peru and Colombia,
neither has passed the U.S. Congress. It
is far from clear that the U.S.-Peru
agreement will even be considered in
Congress before the Andean preference
program expires at the end of this year,
and there is no chance at all that the
U.S.-Colombia agreement will be. We
should extend the Andean preference
program for these countries to avoid a
lapse in benefits prior to the imple-
mentation of any free-trade agreement
with them. Such a lapse would be dis-
ruptive to Peru and Colombia. And
such a lapse would be disruptive to
U.S. businesses, as well.

It may be that there are good argu-
ments for ending the program with re-
spect to Bolivia and Ecuador. But
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again, I believe that we should give
Congress time to examine these argu-
ments as well as any counterarguments
and make a reasoned judgment about
the future of the program.

That is why I am sponsoring the
Emergency Trade Program Extension
Act of 2006. This bill will extend both
GSP and the Andean Trade Preference
Act for 2 years. This is a short-term ex-
tension to allow the Congress to have
hearings and consider in depth what
should be done with these programs. I
do not believe that we should let these
programs expire without the benefit of
a thorough analysis of their merits and
failings.

Some may argue that this legislation
is unnecessary. They may say that we
can allow these programs to expire,
consider them in depth next year, and
then renew them retroactively if we so
decide. Indeed, we have done that be-
fore. But that is very disruptive, both
to U.S. businesses and the countries
that rely upon these programs. The un-
certainty of whether the programs will
be renewed retroactively, or renewed at
all, undermines the goals of encour-
aging investment in the beneficiary
countries. So we should pass this legis-
lation to maintain the integrity of
these programs while we consider what
to do with them.

This legislation also includes a 1-year
extension of the third-country fabric
provisions in the African Growth and
Opportunity Act, or AGOA. These pro-
visions are currently set to expire in
September of next year. Those provi-
sions allow Africa’s poorest countries
to import fabric from countries outside
of Africa for use in their apparel indus-
tries. These third-country fabric provi-
sions have helped create jobs in des-
perately poor countries like Lesotho,
where one textile worker supports nu-
merous family members. U.S. retailers
looking to next year’s products are
making their sourcing decisions now. If
they cannot be confident that Africa
will continue to be able to import
third-country fabric, then they will
stop sourcing from Africa. And tens of
thousands of jobs could be lost.

This bill is not intended as the final
word on AGOA. I fully expect that the
next Congress will consider a com-
prehensive reform of AGOA. Many
worthwhile ideas have been proposed.
But we do not have time to consider
them before Africa will begin to feel
the effects of the expiration of third-
country fabric provisions next fall. We
should give Africa breathing space
while Congress completes its work.

The suspension of the Doha Round
negotiations at the World Trade Orga-
nization has sparked a period of soul
searching and debate in the trade com-
munity both here and abroad. Our
trade preference programs should be
part of that debate. It simply makes no
sense to look at these programs in iso-
lation from the wider discussion about
the future of trade policy. And we can-
not look at the future of the trading
system without considering the treat-
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ment of developing countries in that
system.

For all of these reasons, I am proud
to sponsor the Emergency Trade Pro-
gram Extension Act of 2006. I am proud
to note, as well, that this bill is a com-
panion to an identical bill introduced
yesterday in the House of Representa-
tives by my friend the ranking Demo-
cratic member of the Ways and Means
Committee, Mr. RANGEL. I applaud his
leadership on these issues. And I look
forward to working with him to get
this important legislation passed into
law.

————

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 116—SUPPORTING “LIGHTS
ON AFTERSCHOOL!”, A NA-
TIONAL CELEBRATION OF AFTER
SCHOOL PROGRAMS

Mr. DODD (for himself, Mr. ENSIGN,
Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. BURR,
Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. COCHRAN, Mrs. MUR-

RAY, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. REED, Mr.
DOMENICI, Mrs. CLINTON, Ms. SNOWE,
Mrs. BOXER, Ms. MURKOWSKI, Ms.

STABENOW, Mr. CORNYN, Mr. BIDEN, Mr.
BURNS, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. REID, Mr.
AKAKA, Ms. CANTWELL, Mr. LAUTEN-
BERG, Mr. SALAZAR, Mr. KERRY, Ms.
LANDRIEU, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr.
LIEBERMAN, Mr. CARPER, Mr. KOHL, Mr.
DAYTON, Mr. PRYOR, Mrs. LINCOLN, Mr.
FEINGOLD, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. NELSON of
Nebraska, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. JOHN-
SON, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. SARBANES, Ms.
COLLINS, Mr. MARTINEZ, and Mr. SCHU-
MER) submitted the following concur-
rent resolution; which was referred to
the Committee on Health, Education,
Labor, and Pensions:
S. CoN. REs. 116

Whereas high quality after school pro-
grams provide safe, challenging, engaging,
and fun learning experiences to help children
and youth develop their social, emotional,
physical, cultural, and academic skills;

Whereas high quality after school pro-
grams support working families by ensuring
that the children in such families are safe
and productive after the regular school day
ends;

Whereas high quality after school pro-
grams build stronger communities by involv-
ing the Nation’s students, parents, business
leaders, and adult volunteers in the lives of
the Nation’s youth, thereby promoting posi-
tive relationships among children, youth,
families, and adults;

Whereas high quality after school pro-
grams engage families, schools, and diverse
community partners in advancing the well-
being of the Nation’s children;

Whereas ‘‘Lights On Afterschool!”, a na-
tional celebration of after school programs
held on October 12, 2006, promotes the crit-
ical importance of high quality after school
programs in the lives of children, their fami-
lies, and their communities;

Whereas more than 28,000,000 children in
the United States have parents who work
outside the home and 14,300,000 children in
the United States have no place to go after
school; and

Whereas many after school programs
across the United States are struggling to
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